
revenues; to the degree they lose customers. they lose revenues, with no government or

regulatory guarantee.,,42

By reinstating the low-end adjustment mechanism, the modified plan reveals that

the ILECs were willing to let go of the low-end adjustment mechanism only because the

original plan was so favorable to the ILECs in all other respects. Only a few months

later, the modest changes to the core CALLS plan and uncertainty about the outcome of

the Fourth FNPRM proceeding have been enough to send the ILECs back to the safety of

the low-end adjustment mechanism.

The Commission should, at a minimum, modify CALLS to eliminate the low-end

adjustment for the July 1,2001 and July 1,2002 annual access filings. Allowing the

ILECs to take a low-end adjustment in either ofthese tariff filings could allow the ILECs

to take back part of the only concession they have made during the entire CALLS

process: the additional reduction in first-year revenues. Because of the possible impact

of this reduction on ILEC reported earnings in calendar years 2000 and 2001 (the basis

for any low-end adjustment made in the 2001 or 2002 annual access filings), there is a

risk that at least some ILECs will be able to take back part of their share of the $400

million "concession." There is no justification for allowing the ILECs to take back part

of the only concession they have made.

Elimination of the low-end adjustment mechanism in the context of CALLS

would be entirely consistent with the Commission's finding, in the Pricing Flexibility - . >_

Order, that fLEes obtaining pricing reforms that enable them to compete more

42CALLS Reply Comments at 44, December 3, 1999.
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vigorously in the marketplace should not be afforded any rate-of-retum-based

protection.43 CALLS provides the ILECs with all of the pricing reforms they have

sought, particularly the ability to shift revenue recovery from more-eompetitive urban

business lines to less-competitive rural residential lines. Allowing the ILECs to claim a

low-end adjustment in 2001 or 2002, and take back part of the additional first-year

revenue reduction, would be particularly inappropriate because the ILECs would at the

same time begin receiving the benefits of the lower X-factor provided by the CALLS

plan. Many of the large ILECs will reach the "target rate" in 2001, and nearly all of

those that do not reach the target rate in 2001 will reach it in 2002.44

The retention of the low-end adjustment mechanism is certainly inconsistent with

the CALLS coalition's claim that its plan will provide "certainty" and "stability.'>45

While the original plan provided a measure of certainty and stability for both the ILECs

and their customers, the modified plan provides certainty and stability only for the

ILECs. Customers' rates could increase at any time if competitive losses, depreciation

changes, or other factors cause the ILECs to claim a low-end adjustment.

Not only are the ILECs allowed to retain the low-end adjustment mechanism, but

the ILECs retain the right to continue their campaign for relaxation or elimination of the

43Pricing Flexibility Order at ~ 164.

44See Attachment 3.

45See First CALLS Memorandum at 37 ("The plan eliminates much of the

uncertainty that results from government rate setting."); First CALLS Memorandum at 33
("The CALLS plan would address all of these concerns, and create a five-year period of
regulatory stability.")
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Commission's depreciation, cost allocation, affiliate transactions, and separations roles.

The accounting role changes advocated by the ILECs would make it easier for the ILECs

to manipulate their reported earnings and trigger the low-end adjustment mechanism. To

ensure that there is at least some measure of certainty and stability for the ILECs'

customers, and not just the ILECs, the Commission should take the following actions:

First, if the Commission adopts the CALLS plan, it should state that it will not

modify, waive, or forbear from applying its depreciation, cost allocation, and affiliate

transactions rules during the five-year life of the CALLS plan. Maintaining the current

accounting rules for the life ofthe CALLS plan will ensure that ILECs are not able to

manipulate their reported rate of return.

Second, to provide a measure of stability for the ILECs' customers, the

Commission should state that the ILECs cannot automatically claim a low-end

adjustment caused solely by a cost shift resulting from any change to the separations

rules or the Commission's interpretation ofa separations role.46 If such a cost shift

occurs, the Commission should conduct a further proceeding to determine whether a

low-end adjustment is appropriate.

Third, the Commission should deny the pending petitions for reconsideration of

the Pricing Flexibility Order's requirement that ILECs give up the low-end adjustment

46For example, the ILEes should not be pennitted to automatically claim a low­
end adjustment resulting from cost shifts due to any change to the separations treatment
ofdial-up traffic to ISPs.
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mechanism when they obtain Phase lor Phase II pricing flexibility.47 As the

Commission found in the Pricing Flexibility Order, ILECs that have obtained Phase I or

Phase II pricing flexibility have the incentive to manipulate their reported rate of return

by misallocating costs!·

C. The Lower Residential SLCs are Offset by Higher PICCs

The second major difference between the original plan and the modified plan is

that residential SLC caps are lower under the modified plan. Rather than increasing the

residential SLC caps to $5.50 in 2000, $6.25 in 2001, $6.75 in 2002, and $7.00 in 2003,

the modified plan increases the residential SLC cap only to $4.35 in 2000, $5.00 in 2001,

$6.00 in 2002, and $6.50 in 2003. CALLS suggests that, after July 1,2001, when the

residential SLC cap would reach $5.00, the Commission could initiate a proceeding to

"verify" that the further increases in the SLC caps are appropriate.

While the lower residential SLC caps are a positive change, the lower residential

SLC caps generally leave more revenue to be recovered through the multiline business

PICC or CCL. Whereas the original plan would have essentially eliminated the

multiline business PICC by 2001, multiline business PICC rates will decline more

slowly under the modified plan. For example, while CALLS estimated that the national

average multiline business PICC rate under the original CALLS plan would have been

47Bell Atlantic Petition for Reconsideration, CC Docket No. 96-262, October 22,
1999; GTE Petition for Reconsideration, CC Docket No. 96-262, October 22, 1999.

48Pricing Flexibility Order at~ 163, 165.
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approximately $0.30 per line during the 2001-2002 tariffyear,49 MCI WorldCom

estimates that the multiline business PICC will be over $1.00 per line under the modified

plan during the same period.sO In addition, the modified plan would allow certain

higher-cost ILECs to maintain multiline business PICCs indefinitely, even if the

Commission finds, in the proceeding to be launched in mid-2001, that an increase in the

residential SLC to $6.50 isjustified.s, The amount to be recovered through the multiline

business PICC could be substantial if the Commission were to fmd that the progression

of SLC cap increases to $6.50 is not justified. In fact, CALLS suggests that the

Commission could increase the multiline business PICC cap above $4.31 if it establishes

residential SLC caps lower than those proposed by CALLS.s2

The higher multiline business PICCs of the modified CALLS plan would place

national IXCs at a significant competitive disadvantage when competing against RBOC

long distance affiliates. Because RBOC multiline business PICC rates are likely to be

eliminated quickly, an RBOC long distance affiliate operating primarily in-region would

49CALLS September 2, 1999 ex parte, Attachment, "Industry Revenue and Rate
Summary" workpaper.

soAttachment 3, page 2.

SIThese ILECs will continue to have a multiline business PICC because the
CALLS plan's formula for distributing the $650 million in universal service support
among the LECs has not been adjusted to reflect the change in the residential SLC from
$7.00 to $6.50. The formula for calculating "minimum" USF support continues to
provide support for only the portion of loop costs above $7.00, leaving the difference -- --_
between the $6.50 residential SLC cap and the $7.00 USF "benchmark" to be recovered
through the multiline business PICC or CCL. See Modified CALLS Proposal at 11 (§
2.2.2).

S2Modified CALLS Proposal at 7 (§ 2.1.4.1 n.5).
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likely have no PICC costs to recover. A nationallXC, on the other hand, would still

have PICC costs to recover and would have to recover these costs on a nationally­

averaged basis from all of its customers.

Because of the risk that higher multiline business PICCs pose for long distance

competition, the Commission should not endorse the CALLS suggestion that the

multiline business PICC cap may be increased at the time of the mid-course review in

200I. Instead, the Commission should modify the CALLS plan to ensure that the

multiline business PICC is eliminated rapidly.

First, the Commission should adjust the CALLS's plan's formula for distributing

the $650 million universal service fund among the price cap LECs. In distributing

universal service support, the Commission should give higher priority to high-cost LECs

that would otherwise be charging significant multiline business PICCs and lower priority

to LECs that would primarily use universal service support to facilitate revenue-neutral

SLC deaveraging. The Commission could, for example, adjust the CALLS plan's

allocation fonnula by reducing the $7.00 residential line benchmark used in computing

the "Study Area Preliminary Minimum Access USF,,53 and, if necessary, increasing the

$75 million cap on the "Total National Minimum Delta."S4

Second, the Commission should require price cap LECs to recover a portion of

the multiline business PICC directly from end users, to the extent there is "headroom"

under the $9.20 multiline business SLC cap. Ifnecessary, the multiline business SLC

S3Modified CALLS Proposal § 2.2.2.

S4Modified CALLS Proposal § 2.2.3.2.
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cap could be allowed to increase at the rate ofinflation, as is required by the current

rules,55 rather than frozen at $9.20.

D. The Special Ac:cess X-Factor Reduc:tions Are No Substitute for Unbundled
Loop and Transport Combinations

While the application ofX-factor reductions to special access services is a

positive change from the original plan, the X-factor reductions are likely to have only a

limited effect on ILEC special access rates. Because much ofthe ILECs' special access

revenue is in cities that already meet the Phase II pricing flexibility test, it is likely that

the 6.5 percent X-factor reductions scheduled for 2001, 2002, and 2003 will affect only a

small portion ofthe ILECs' special access revenue. In the 2000 annual filing, probably

the only filing in which all oftbe ILECs' special access revenue will be subject to X-

factor reductions, CALLS would provide only a 3 percent X-factor.

In light of the very low hurdle presented by the Phase I and Phase II pricing

flexibility tests, unbundled loop and transport combinations are more important than the

proposed X-factor reductions to ensuring just and reasonable special access rates. Only

broad-based competition facilitated by unbundled loop and transport combinations can

guard against anticompetitive price squeezes and special access rate increases in the

large number of cities where the ILECs can obtain pricing flexibility. The Commission

should, accordingly, lift the Sypplemental Order's use restriction on June 30, 2000, as

currently scheduled. If the Commission extends the use restriction, which it should not,

5547 C.F.R. § 69.152(k)(3).
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then the Commission should, as discussed above, (I) suspend the Pricing Flexibility

Order's Phase I and Phase II provisions until it issues a final order resolving the Fourth

FNPRM; and (2) require the ILECs to target X-factor reductions to the less-competitive

DS I and voice grade service categories, at least until the Commission issues a fmal order

resolving the Fourth FNPRM.

IV. Conclusion

An extension of the unlawful use restriction adopted in the SUI!plemental Order

is too high a price to pay for the modest improvements offered by the modified CALLS

plan. The Commission should not adopt the CALLS package in its current form.

Respectfully submitted,
MCI WORLDCOM, INC.

~ )f1,t--
Al~tt
Mary L. Brown
1801 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20006
(202) 887-3204

April 3, 2000
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Mel

MO Teleeommuniutions
Corpor.tion

1801 Pennsylvania Avenue. NW
Washington, DC 20006
2028872551
FAX 202 887 2676

March 20. 2000

John T. Nakahata
Harris, Wiltshire & Grannis
1200 18th Street NW
Washington, D.C. 20036

Dear John:

~ryL Brown
Senior Policy Counsel
Federal Law and Public Policy

On March 8, 2000, the Federal Communications Commission placed on public
notice a proposal by the Coalition for Affordable Local and Long Distance
Services (CALLS) to reform universal service and interstate access charges.
Comments are due March 30, 2000.

The package of material filed by CALLS includes a narrative "memorandum­
explaining the proposal, a written summary of the proposal, and proposed rule
changes that would need to be adopted if the proposal is accepted by the
Commission. CALLS did not file any data to illustrate the effect of its proposals
on incumbent local exchange carrier revenues by access category.

MCI WorJdCom, Inc. orally requested the omitted data from CALLS, and on
March 15, 2000, was advised by the Chief, Common Carrier Bureau that CALLS
would provide this data to MCI WoridCom for the purpose of reviewing the latest
CALLS plan. By this letter, we are making the request for data in writing. The
data is necessary for our company to assess the impact of the CALLS plan on
our costs and revenues, in order to decide if we could support the plan as it is
currently proposed. The data would include, for example, spreadsheets such as
those filed with the Commission on September 2, 1999 updated to refled the
modifications to the CALLS plan, or similar LEC-by-LEC, year-by-year, and
element-by-element projedions of rates, revenues, and USF receipts.

Since there are now only 10 days before comments are due in this matter, MCI
WorJdCom would ask that this data be provided as soon as possible, and in no
event later than close of business Tuesday, March 21,2000.

Thank you for your attention to this matter, and we look forward to reviewing the
plan that CALLS has filed.

Sincerely,

- - -:=----.

- -~~~--~---~------ --------------------------
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HARRIS,

WILTSHiRE &

GRANNIS LLP

March 22. 2000

VIA FACSIMILEl AND U.S. MAIL

Ms. Mary L. Brown
Senior Policy Counsel
Federal Law and Public Policy
MCI Telecommunications Corporation
1801 Pennsylvania Avenue, N. W.
W3Shington. D.C. 20006

Dear Mary:

1200 BGHTHNTH STRf£T. tNi

WASHtNGlON. DC 20036

TB. 202.730_1300 MX 202.730.1301
WNW.HAA~ISWILTSHI"E.CO/'1

ATT~EYS AT ~W

This letter responds to yOUl letter of March 20 to John Nakahata requesting data to
illustrate the effect of the CALLS plan on incumbcntlocal exchange canierrc:venues. As we
discussed on the telephone yesterday aftemoon, we would be happy to provide MCT
Worldcom with this mformation in order to fac1litate your review of the plan. However, we
would provide the data only for Mel Worldcom's usc in evaluating the plan, and would
expect that the data or any calculations derived from the data not be disclosed to any other
pany or used by MCI Worldcom before any govemment body. We therefore request that you
provide us with Ih~ [ollowing assurances in wriling:

• An assurance that neither MCI Worldcom nor any ofits affiliated companies will
disclose the data or any information d~rived therefrom to any third party; provided,
however, that Mel Worldcom may disclose the data or information to an attorney,
accountant, or other technical expert retained by Mel Worldcom for the purpose
of evaluating the CALLS plan;

• An assurance that neither MCI Worldcom nor any ofits affiliated companies wilt
usc the data or an)' infonllation derived therefrom for any commercial purpose;

• An assurance that neither MCI Worldcom nor any ofits affiliated companies will
usc) refer to, or cit~ the data or any information derived therefrom before any
government body Of in any state or federal proceeding, including proceedings in
which the CALLS plan is currenlly under consideration.

..... -- -- _.._--_._-----_.. _. __ . __._-~------------------------------
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Ms, Mary L. Brown
Ma~h 22, 2000
Page 2

FAX NO. 2027301301 P. 03

We will provide the data you requested once we receive these assurances in writing.
Please feel free to contact John Nakahata or me with any questions or concems.

~----
Evan R. Grayer

---------

- --.. '



--*Mel

MCI T.'.,ommunications
Corporation

lis'J1 P"n,,~,I"i1ma Avenue. NW
JJ .\t""I",1 , DC ."0006
2'J2 887 1':.'> 1
';"1, 2'l2 227 167iJ

Mary L 'rown
Sen.-:-, "\,,,,~ Coun\f:l
Fed<.'1 a: l.'I\'. dod Publ" Pol""

l\larch 13. 2000

John T. Nakahata
Harris. Wiltshire & Grannis
I:!OO 18th Street N.W.
\\'ashington, D.C. 20036

Dear John:

In my letter of March 20. 2000. I asked that CALLS provide MCI WorldCom with spreadsheets
or other projections that illustrate the effect of its modified proposal on incumbent local
exchange carrier revenues and rates. The letter noted that MCI WorldCom had been advised on
March 15th by the Chief of the FCC's Common Carrier Bureau that CALLS would provide this
data to MCI WorldCom.

According to your Jetter of March 22,2000. CALLS will provide the requested data to MCI
\VorldCom onJy if MCl WorldCom provides \\-Titten assurance that it will comply with three
conditions. SpecificaJJy, CALLS requires that Mel WorldCom provide written assurance that it
(I) ~ilJ not provide the data to any third party~ (2) will not use the data for any commercial
purpose; and (3) will not use, refer to, or cite the data or any infonnation derived therefrom
before any government body or in any state or federal proceeding, including proceedings in
which the CALLS pJan is currently under consideration.

MCI WorldCom has no dispute with the CALLS group on the first two conditions. However,
MCI WorldCom is puzzled by the third condition that CALLS is proposing. After all, CALLS
filed detailed projections on the public record in conjunction with the original CALLS plan, in a
September 2. 1999 ex parte filing ofspreadsheets showing LEC-by-LEC and year-by-year
impacts. MCI WorldCom does not understand why CALLS is now seeking to restrict public
discussion of its projections of the impact of the modified plan. Not only are the CALLS
projections not proprietaIy, but public discussion of these projections is a prerequisite to any
meaningful evaluation of the modified CALLS plan by the Commission.

First, the CALLS projections are essential to ensuring that CALLS members and other interested
panies have a common understanding of the CALLS agreement. In this proceeding, CALLS is
asking the FCC to adopt as rules a privately-negotiated agreement reached among a small group
of industry players. While CALLS has filed a general description of its agreement, only the
CALLS projections can illuminate the CALLS members' interpretation ofthe agreement's
various provisions. Indeed, given the role that these projections undoubtedly played in
facilitating agreement among the CALLS members, it is fair to say that "the numbers"~ the
agreement. Before the Commission can adopt the CALLS agreement as rules, the public must be
given every opportunity to evaluate and, ifnecessary, comment on the CALLS members'
understanding of the agreement. .

- ---'----'-~---------
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Second. public comment on the CALLS projections is essential to any discussion of the public
policy issues raised by the CALLS plan. Not only do consumer groups. state commissions. and
other interested parties not have the resources to generate projections of their own. but it would
be counterproductive to engage in a lengthy debate about the reasonableness of various parties'
projections. The comments should be focused on policy issues. not modeling issues. By filing
its projections on the public record, CALLS would provide a common starting point for
interested parties' discussion of the policy issues.

MCI WorldCom urges CALLS to reconsider the restrictive conditions proposed in your March
22, 2000 lener. To facilitate full discussion of the merits of the CALLS plan. CALLS should file
its projections on the public record as soon as possible. in order to allow interested parties
sufficient time to evaluate these projections before filing their comments on March 30'h•

Sincerely,



03/23/00 TBt 18:37 FAX 2022931423

HARRI~,

WILTSHIRE &

GRANNIS LLP

March 23, 2000

VIA FACSIMILE/ AND U.S. MAIL

Ms. Mary L. Brown
Senior Policy Counsel
Federal Law and Public Policy
MCl Telecommunications Corporation
1801 Pennsylvania Avenuc. N.W.
Washingt~D.C. 20006

DcarMary:

1200 EJCI.mENTH ST"IlEn~
WA$Io4INGTON. DC 20036

TEl. 202.130.1300 '"'X 202.730.1301
WNWJ·V.AAlS'ML,T5HlllLCOH

~002

I have received your letter dated March 23,2000, regarding projections and spreadsheets
to illustrate the effect of the modified CALLS proposal. I am disappointed to see that you will
not agree at this time to thc reasonable conditions we have proposed with respect to sharing this
information with you. We were particularly surprised that Mel Worldcom insists that it should
be able to use this information., which we developed at our own expense, in a mann~ that may be
potentially adverse to CALLS members in any and all governmental proceedings.

It is inaccurate to say that CALLS has filed only a general description ofits modified
proposal. We have, in fact, submitted not only a detailed description of the proposal, but also
specific draft rules, redlined to show changes from current rules. We submitted this information
both with respect to the initial CALLS proposal and the modified proposal on which the FCC
now seeks conuncnt. As you know, this is far more infonnation than is normally provided by the
Commission when it issues a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking. These materials provide a
substantial basis for and not~ce of all aspects of the CALLS proposal.

In your letter, you state that "it is fair to say that 'the numbers' m the agreement.~' This
is simply not true. The "numbers" - even those numbers we did file last September - have
always been an imperfect estimate of the actual effects of the CALLS proposal, subject to
changes in economic assumptions. rates ofline and minute growth, changes in aetualline counts
and minutes of use, companies' own decisions as to which elements to subject to reductions,
state decisions regarding the deaveraging of unbundled. loop prices (and the timing of those
decisions), and the timing of the consummation ofpending sales and purchases ofexchanges.
There are also aspects of the modified proposal that are difficult to model, which we have not
nied to depict.

- .... -:r-_
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. Ms..Mary L. Brown
March 23, 2000
Page 2

In addition, the information we have developed as ofthis date is quite preliminary, due to
the short amount of time we had to update our projections. Nevertheless, in an effort to assist
MeT Worldcom in its analysis of the modified proposal, we are willing to share these projections
subject to the conditions set torth in Evan Grayer's letter to you dated March 22, 2000.
However. we are not willing to allow Mel Worldcom to publish. in this proceeding or any olher
proceeding, preliminary data, or selected excerpts or derivations therefrom, in a manner which
may be misleading or inaccurate.

We believe that the conditions we have set forth are rC2.S4>nable under the circumstances,
and we remain willing to supply our nationwide average summaries, including changes in SLCs,
PICCs, average switched access rates, and average special access rates.

Please feel free to contact me or Evan Grc1yer should you have any questions.

Sincerely.

~OOJ
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--*Mel

MO Communications
Corporation

1801 Pennsylvania Avenue. NW
Washington. DC 20006
2028873351
FAX 202 887 2446

JONIthan e. Sallet
Chief Policy Counsel

March 14, 2000

Mr. Lawrence Strickling
Chief, Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
Room 5-C450
445 12th Street
Washington, DC 20554

Dear Mr. Strickling:

I am writing to ask whether the Commission remains committed to its June 30, 2000 deadline for
resolving the Fourth Further Notice ofProposed Rulemaking in CC Docket No. 96-98, as
modified by the November 24, 1999 Supplemental Order.

As you know, the November 24, 1999 Supplemental Order prohibited interexchange carriers from
converting special access services to combinations ofunbundled loops and transport network
elements. The Commission justified this use restriction on the grounds that it was an "interim
measure" that would only be in effect until resolution of the Fourth FNPRM. The Commission
promised that resolution of the Fourth FNPRM would occur on or before June 30,2000.

It is MCI WorldCom's understanding that LEC members of the Coalition for Affordable Local
and Long Distance Service (CALLS) have, in the course of recent discussions with the Common
Carrier Bureau concerning the CALLS plan, proposed that the Commission defer action on the
Fourth FNPRM until mid-2001 or later. The modified CALLS proposal filed with the
Commission on March 8, 2000 is, however, silent on the timing ofthe resolution of the Fourth
FNPRM.

Confirmation that the Commission remains committed to resolving the Fourth FNPBM by June
30, 2000 would assist MCI WorldCom in determining whether to support the modified CALLS
proposal. MCI WorldCom's evaluation ofthe modified CALLS proposal win necessarily take
into account all factors affecting the trend in access charges after July 1,2000, including the
prospects for expanded competition in the special access market.

Sincerely,

~~~~
Jonathan B. salfiet

~ .. ~-....
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ILEC Revenues:
CALLS vs. Current rules

........•
+........•........•

..•.. CALLS

• Current Rules

-

CO)

e...
t::

Ne...-,....
...e...-,....

+ .

..............

o
o­...-,....

24

23 --
22

ILEC 21 I
Revenue
($Billionl 20

year) 19

18

17

16
en
en-...-,....

CALLS Current Rules
(SBiliion/year) ($Billionlyear)

Current 22.67 22.67
July 1, 2000 21.17 21.52
July 1, 2001 20.53 20.42
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O. til1 2002 O. ~.33 1.10 0.00 0.00 1.20 0.000044 . ~ 0.o00ooo 0B 0.002411 0.001001 0.001_. 0
1 2D03 0.7 5 5.10 0.00 0.00 0,4 0, . \I 0.o00ooo O. 0.00231' 0._ 0._75 O.
1 2004 0 5. 5.51 5." 0.00 000 0.42 0,o00ooo 0.o00ooo 0.003031 0.o00ooo O. 0.002201 0_11 0.00150O O.

.,
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b_.(8II"'--"~"'-.1
CALLS-GTE

LlEC ... LIEC'" ae PICe Mu. ~... .......
T:= -DIt. ~- -- ..... ... ". - .... eeL

_..- _..-TIC - w....... T",,*r_ T_ -Ace- .-
C\ITont 51 113451 101710821 102.501 75 447.70401 151184583 2ee5.78 177 til 844 ~452755 0 o 23415l1~ 253..84 44-245 4tt 104 4t1 til .Utl7D3 tjl301IO .1 1
1 2000 77504 303 eel 437 117452774 441081811 0 0 1741117.3 lII3 041 0 o 13133147 4 3 114.31 523 41.821. H 7
1 2001 77504.!lM 303 151 eel 71.U411O 117452774 41._.111 0 0 187 .1. 733 I 011337 0 o 130 4 200.418 M.UlI.1Il 73.113.•tt .,- 741.
1 2002 7504

303 ...
eel m tl74 4 1 744 0 o 1247ttIH 7._.001 0 o 117.130.301 200418 33'-.331 ... ... 40 747 ~ R,"", 7 1 1

1 3D03 77504 511 303_ 7 117452 4 31.111II._ 0 o 13 155 4553451 0 o tI.1I81011 200411 33041723 IIDlS3Ill 40551 301 14014 7 1
1 3D04 1 4 4 ll111l1D 0 0 30201.155 14._.451 0 o III 4 40.47'

__• (Mor__.. r__·l

::: LlECUSl' ac PlCC L.... T..-
T~Dot. - .... ..... - .... CeL _.-TIC -...... w·_ T",,*r_ T_

C\ITont !5II.1M.451 10171D.1:ztI 102501215 4

t
.70 401 151 ... 583 211I871 177 til 844 1452755 0 2.531.884 44.241.4tt 104 411.tll tt 511 703 311 1.110 7 1

1 2000 77.504.!lM 303151 .., 123 7 117 774 O.Ul 0 0 174111713 1._.04' o 131 1471 41. 37011535 1I4 3185 41.1: 1 515 3ID 43t 1 1
1. 211I1 77 504 511 303...... 711. 44.110 117.41 4 1._.111 0 0 1.7 '1'.133 I _337 o 12111n.U: _.411 M.OIUI2 73.IIUtt .,._.- 341 7.411 1
1 2002 77 :lO3 "1 IIfl 13011 tt7 774 1"7441 0 o 12471 ... 27._.007 0 117130 41 331 I ... 747 4 7 1 1
1 2llD3 504 511 3fl3.15I ..1 121 118 11 45 4 100_ D 0 13201 155 14553451 0 118._.101I

_ 411
33041723 11015_ 40551312 301. 014 7

1 3DD4 77504511 .. 121 17 774 100110 0 0 73 155 141113 451 o tt.1I81fl1
_ 41

33041 II DIS 3Ill 40477174 301.014 OM 7 1 II
II....

LlEC ... ac PlCC
DIt. r_..... - - .... ". - .......--- CeL

C\ITont 3.10 1.07 1.54 1.04 2.53 4.33 0.001313
1 0,31 4.35 I,ll 1.54 0.00 0.00 4.21 D.OO425t
1 2001 031 .00 .... 1.54 0.00 0.11II 4.01 0.002411

H:iU 0, '.00 .... 1.43 O.fIll 0,00 .04
0.31 .11 5.35 0.00 0,11II 1.71 0._
0,31 '.41 .,.. 1.35 0.00 0.00 1.78 0.000217

I

"
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CALLS. AMERITECH

R••..-. ~""'__""__II

ISCIIlIF LlCI*' PltC "'''041 L.... ,_ _
0.1. .._ R..-I""'" .......... _... c: 11_ lI_nc __ .......... ,..... _ r_ T_ I-Ace... _

0nwtI • ' __121 -.GlII._ 111."" 2lI. a....111. • IOlIl1Dt • 22._111 ~1-11&!l!!!!. ...._.. .-_
,:ZOOO 11141007 ~,..a _7 110 ll8.44Ion 4:12H7.:zz7 0 0 00 0 0 14837171. 0 17 I ~~......aZJ.I"S 4811111
1 2001 211 I. 007 1 7 - 403 441 n 3eI lSI lI35 0 0 0 0 0 133121 7 0 104 1101 no 4 I 54' 1111
I 200Z 21 I ,.,007 I 557- 143. 40Z ll8 ... on 3eI 15UDS 0 0 0 0 0 " 1:13 337 0 10 ...... 1017711 SIS
12003 211141007 1.557._ 10441.017 :Y8.151.as " 0 0 0 0 0 I 133 .331 0 10.441." I_UT. &4._. 4 _
12004 2111.'007 12557_ 10441077 3elI51tm 0 0 00 0 0 133121337 0 10441." 1.101170 "III 4 _.'71713 3 4811111

lloo_IM.._.,....._·,

I
1SC:1IlIF LlCI*' ILC PIC:C Local ,..- _

Dill. "_" 11_........ _ .......... _... c: lI_nc -- .......... TnInlI_ T- Tn _ ""_
eunn 0 ... ~ 1~~ I._.8S0 "_.5118 a._,,, 0 0 3OTIlS7224 0 22.l17li.313 .411013 113 014 1
1:ZOOO 211 141007 1 7 ~ ~ 0 17 4:12.11.7.221 0 0 0 0 0 148.371.: • 0 17101143 111711072 Itt 17 ..
I ZlIlII 211 141007 1 7 143 7 ;;- on 3eI I 1 0 0 0 0 0 133.1a.337 0 11441 _ 51101 770 .. .:; 175 I
,...... 211 '41007 1 7 7 10 077 3eI I" lI35 0 0 0 0 0 133 7 0 11441_ 1110177. .. 4 51
I 2Illl31 211 141007 1 7 143 7 18441077 3ellIUl35 0 0 0 0 0 133-337 0 10441_ 1110177. ..111124 .;_
I 2004 211 '41 007 12 7 143 207 403 ll8 441 077 3el151l135 0 0 0 0 0 133121337 0 10 ..1.. 51101 770 .. III 524 4.. 171713 32 _ 1111

11111.

ILC PIC:C....... - ... - ...
3.10 1.311 I.: 0." 1.40 1." •

II
4031 ..., 5. 0.00 0.00 0.111 •

0." 4.•1 4." 4. 0.111 0.111 0.111 •
4.11 . I 4,0 0.111 0.111 O. •

0." 4.01 4.01 4.• 0.111 0.00 0.111 I'
0." 4.11 4.'1 - ..4.•' 0.00 0.00 0,111 •

I

I'
I

I


